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COVAD COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY OJECTIONS TO QWEST
CORPORATION’S SECOND SET OF DATA REQUESTS

Covad Communications Company (“Covad”) submits the following objections to
Qwest Corporation’s (“Qwest”) Second Set of Data Requests:

| GENERAL OBJECTIONS TO ALL DATA REQUESTS

| 1. Covad objects to each and every Request to the extent they seek
information subject to the attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine or any other
privilege recognized by the State of Arizona. In responding to these Requests, Covad
does not waive, but preserves, all such privileges.

2. Covad objects to each and every Request to the extent they seek
information that is confidential, sensitive, competitive in nature or proprietary to it.

3. Covad objects to each and every Request to the extent that they are
unreasonably burdensome, overly broad or not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

4. Covad objects to each and every one of Qwest’s definitions and/or
instructions to the extent they purport to abrogate any of Covad’s rights, or add to any of
Covad’s obligations under, the Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure or the Commission’s
Rules.

5. Covad objects to each and every Request to the extent they are overly
broad, unduly burdensome and impose any burden not expressly permitted under the




Commission’s Rules or the Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure. Specifically, Covad is not
required to extract information from documents, recite information contained in
documents, or perform work or analysis that Qwest can perform for itself. To the extent
that the burden of deriving or ascertaining the response to any Request is substantially the
same for Covad and Qwest, Qwest may not shift such burden onto Covad.

6. Covad objects to each and every Request to the extent that they call for
information already in the possession, custody and control of Qwest.

7. Covad objects to each and every Request to the extent they seek
information outside of Covad’s possession, custody or control.

8. Covad expressly reserves the right to supplement or amend its objections
and responses as necessary.

Covad incorporates the foregoing General Objections and Reservation of Right
into each Request as if fully set forth therein.

SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS TO ALL DATA REQUESTS

Data Request No. 1.

Covad objects to this Request because it improperly combines multiple requests
for information into one data request. Covad further objects to this Request to the extent
it assumes facts not in evidence. Covad also objects to this Request as vague and
ambiguous to the extent that Qwest fails to define with sufficient specificity critical terms
and phrases. Covad also objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks improperly to
shift the burden to Covad of demonstrating technical specifications and/or feasibility of a
particular UNE product; rather, it is Qwest’s obligation to demonstrate the “EEL
splitting,” however defined or intended, is not technically feasible. Covad also objects to
this Request on the grounds that it is premature since Covad has not had the opportunity
to complete its analysis regarding the best method by which to capitalize on the FCC’s
Line Sharing Reconsideration Order. Finally, Covad objects to this Request on the
grounds that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome and seeks to create an obligation on
the part of Covad to identify, define and document processes and procedures for “EEL
splitting,” which is an option that only became available to Covad in January 2001.
Subject to and without waiving these objections, Covad will respond within the time
period specified.

Data Request No. 2.

Covad objects to this Request because it improperly combines multiple requests
for information into one data request. Covad further objects to this Request to the extent
it assumes facts not in evidence. Covad also objects to this Request as vague and
ambiguous to the extent that Qwest fails to define with sufficient specificity critical terms
and phrases. Covad also objects to this Request on the grounds that it is premature since
Covad has not had the opportunity to complete its analysis regarding the best method by
which to capitalize on the FCC’s Line Sharing Reconsideration Order. Finally, Covad
objects to this Request on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome and




seeks to create an obligation on the part of Covad to identify, define and document
demand for “EEL splitting,” however defined or intended, which is an option that only
became available to Covad in January 2001. Subject to and without waiving these
objections, Covad will respond within the time period specified.

Data Request No. 3.

Covad objects to this Request because it improperly combines multiple requests
for information into one data request. Covad further objects to this Request to the extent
it assumes facts not in evidence. Covad also objects to this Request on the grounds that it
is premature since Covad has not had the opportunity to complete its analysis regarding
the best method by which to capitalize on the FCC’s Line Sharing Reconsideration
Order. Finally, Covad objects to this Request on the grounds that it is overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks to create an obligation on the part of Covad to identify,
define and document demand for “resale splitting,” which is an option that only became
available to Covad in January 2001. Subject to and without waiving these objections,
Covad will respond within the time period specified.

Data Request No. 4

Covad objects to this Request because it improperly combines multiple requests
for information into one data request. Covad further objects to this Request to the extent
it not only assumes facts not in evidence, but also improperly requires Covad to make
specific factual assumptions that are not supported by the Request. Covad also objects to
this Request as vague and ambiguous to the extent that Qwest fails to define with
sufficient specificity critical terms and phrases. Covad also objects to this Request on the
grounds that it is premature since Covad has not had the opportunity to complete its
analysis regarding the best method by which to capitalize on the FCC’s Line Sharing
Reconsideration Order. Additionally, Covad objects to this Request because it seeks the
production of confidential and proprietary information that is wholly unnecessary for
Qwest to determine for itself the scope of its obligations under the Telecommunications
Act of 1996. Accordingly, Covad objects to this Request to the extent it seeks to create
an obligation on the part of Covad to identify, explain and document its business
decisions regarding “resale splitting.” Finally, Covad objects to this Request on the
grounds that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome and seeks to create an obligation on
the part of Covad to identify, explain and document its business decisions regarding
“resale splitting,” which is an option that only became available to Covad in January
2001. Subject to and without waiving these objections, Covad will provide no further
response at this time.

Data Request No. 5.

Covad objects to this Request because it improperly combines multiple requests
for information into one data request. Covad further objects to this Request to the extent
it assumes facts not in evidence. Covad also objects to this Request as vague and
ambiguous to the extent that Qwest fails to define with sufficient specificity critical terms
and phrases. Covad also objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks to improperly
shift the burden to Covad of demonstrating technical specifications and/or feasibility of a
particular UNE product; rather, it is Qwest’s obligation to demonstrate that “other




splitting products” are not technically feasible. Covad also objects to this Request on the
grounds that it is premature since Covad had not had the opportunity to complete its
analysis regarding the best method by which to capitalize on the FCC’s Line Sharing
Reconsideration Order. Finally, Covad objects to this Request on the grounds that it is
overly broad, unduly burdensome and seeks to create an obligation on the part of Covad
to identify, define and document processes and procedures for “other splitting products,”
which are options that only became available to Covad in January 2001. Subject to and
without waiving these objections, Covad will respond within the time period specified.

Data Request No. 6.

Covad objects to this Request because it improperly combines multiple requests
for information into one data request. Covad further objects to this Request to the extent
it assumes facts not in evidence. Covad also objects to this Request as vague and
ambiguous to the extent that Qwest fails to define with sufficient specificity critical terms
and phrases. Covad also objects to this Request on the grounds that it is premature since
Covad has not had the opportunity to complete its analysis regarding the best method by
which to capitalize on the FCC’s Line Sharing Reconsideration Order. Finally, Covad
objects to this Request on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome and
seeks to create an obligation on the part of Covad to identify, define and document
demand for “other splitting products,” which are options that only became available to
Covad in January 2001. Subject to and without waiving these objections, Covad will
respond within the time period specified.

RESPONSES

Data Request No. 1.

To the extent you advocate that Qwest should offer EEL splitting, please describe
the technical specifications of such a product. Please identify which facilities are to be
“split” and describe technically how such “splitting” would occur. Please produce all
documents related to or supporting your response.

Response.

Subject to and without waiving its objections, Covad will provide information

responsive to this Request.

Data Request No. 2.

To the extent you advocate that Qwest should offer EEL splitting, please provide
all documents evidencing your current and future demand for, and plans to use, EEL
splitting in Arizona.




Response.

Subject to and without waiving its objections, Covad will provide information
responsive to this Request.

Data Request No. 3.

To the extent you advocate that Qwest should offer line splitting associated with
Qwest resold voice service, please provide all documents evidencing your current and
future demand for, and plans to use, such a product in Arizona.

Response.

Subject to and without waiving its objections, Covad will provide information
responsive to this Request.

Data Request No. 4.

To the extent you advocate that Qwest should offer line splitting associated with
Qwest resold voice service, please describe all reasons and facts justifying the need for
such a product given the availability of UNE-P line splitting and of conversions from
resold voice to UNE-P voice and the cost savings to CLECs associated with UNE-P voice
as opposed to resold voice. Please include an explanation of the circumstances under
which you would utilize line splitting associated with Qwest resold voice service
(assuming its availability) instead of UNE-P line splitting. Please provide all documents
that are relevant to, or support, your response.

Response.

Covad will provide no response at this time.

Data Request No. 5.

To the extent you advocate that Qwest should offer line splitting products for
UNE combinations including Qwest loops other than UNE-P line splitting and EEL
splitting, please describe the technical specifications of such additional line splitting
products. Please identify which facilities are to be “split” and describe technically how
such “splitting” would occur. Please produce all documents related to or supporting your
response.

Response.

Subject to and without waiving its objections, Covad will provide information
responsive to this Request.




Data Request No. 6.

To the extent you advocate that Qwest should offer line splitting products for
UNE combinations including Qwest loops other than UNE-P line splitting and EEL
splitting, please provide all documents evidencing your current and future demand for,
and plans to use, such additional line splitting products in Arizona.

Response.

Subject to and without waiving its objections, Covad will provide information
responsive to this Request.

Dated this |{™ day of April, 2001.

Respectfully submitted,

COVAD COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY

By Mg Do v Oaull
K. Megan Doberneck

Senior Counsel

Covad Communications Company
7901 Lowry Boulevard

Denver, CO 82030
720-208-3636

720-208-3256 (facsimile)

e-mail: mdoberne@covad.com
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ORIGINAL copy e-mailed and over-nighted
this "' day of April, 2001 to:

Charles Steese

Andrew Crain

Qwest Corporation

1801 California Street, Suite 5100
Denver, CO 80202

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Nancy Mirabella, hereby certify that an original and ten (10) copies of the
Covad Communications Company’s Objections to Qwest Corporation’s Second Set of
Data Requests, in Docket No. T-00000A-97-0238, were sent for filing via overnight
delivery on this 11th day of April, 2001, to the following:

Arizona Corporation Commission
Docket Control-Utilities Division
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007-2996

and a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served via overnight delivery this 11th
day of April, 2001, on the following:

Jerry Rudibaugh

Hearing Officer

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Matt Rowell

Utilities Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

W. Hagood Bellinger
5312 Trowbridge Drive
Dunwoody, GA 30338

Maureen Arnold

Qwest Communications, Inc.
3033 N. Third Street, Room 1010
Phoenix, Arizona 85012

Maureen Scott

Legal Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Phil Doherty

Doherty & Company, Inc.

545 South Prospect Street, Suite 22
Burlington, VT 05401

Charles Steese

Andrew Crain

Qwest Corporation

1801 California Street, Suite 5100
Denver, CO 80202

and a true and correct copy of the foregoing was sent via United States Mail, postage prepaid,
on this '™ day of April, 2001, to the following:




Todd C. Wiley Esq.
GALLAGHER AND
KENNEDY

2575 East Camelback Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-9225

Michael M. Grant
GALLAGHER AND
KENNEDY

2575 E. Camelback Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-9225

Timothy Berg
FENNEMORE CRAIG
3003 N. Central Ave., Suite
2600

Phoenix, Arizona 85016

Mark Dioguardi

TIFFANY AND BOSCO PA
500 Dial Tower

1850 N. Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Nigel Bates

ELECTRIC LIGHTWAVE,
INC.

4400 NE 77" Avenue
Vancouver, Washington
98662

Thomas L. Mumaw

Jeffrey W. Crockett

SNELL & WILMER

One Arizona Center

Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0001

Darren S. Weingard and
Stephen H. Kukta

SPRINT
COMMUNICATIONS CO
L.P.

1850 Gateway Dr., 7" Floor
San Mateo, CA 94404-2467

Thomas H. Campbell
LEWIS & ROCA

40 N. Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Andrew O. Isar

TRI

4312 92" Avenue, N.W.
Gig Harbor, Washington
98335

Michael W. Patten

BROWN & BAIN

2901 N. Central Avenue

P.O. Box 400

Phoenix, Arizona 85001-0400

Richard M. Rindler

Morton J. Posner

SWIDER & BERLIN

3000 K Street, N.W. Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

Charles Kallenbach
AMERICAN
COMMUNICATIONS
SERVICES INC

131 National Business
Parkway

Annapolis Junction, MD
20701

Thomas F. Dixon

MCI
TELECOMMUNICATIONS
CORP

707 17th Street, #3900
Denver, Colorado 80202

Jon Loehman, Managing
Director

SBC Telecom, Inc.

5800 Northwest Parkway
Suite 135, Room 1.5.40
San Antonio, TX 78249

Richard S. Wolters

AT&T & TCG

1875 Lawrence Street, Room
1575

Denver, Colorado 80202

Joyce Hundley

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF
JUSTICE

Antitrust Division

1401 H Street NW, Suite 8000
Washington, DC 20530

Joan Burke

OSBORN MALEDON

2929 N. Central Avenue, 21st
Floor

P.O. Box 36379

Phoenix, Arizona 85067-6379

Scott S. Wakefield, Chief
Counsel

RUCO

2828 N. Central Avenue, Suite
1200

Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Mark J. Trierweiler
Vice President — Government
Affairs

Daniel Waggoner
DAVIS WRIGHT
TREMAINE

Alaine Miller
NEXTLINK
Communications, Inc.




AT&T

111 West Monroe St., Suite
1201

Phoenix, Arizona 85004

2600 Century Square
1501 Fourth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101-1688

500 108"™ Avenue NE, Suite
2200
Bellevue, WA 98004

Douglas Hsiao
RHYTHM LINKS, INC.
6933 S. Revere Parkway
Englewood, CO 80112

Raymond S. Heyman

Randall H. Warner

ROSHKA HEYMAN &
DeWULF

Two Arizona Center

400 N. Fifth Street, Suite 1000

Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Diane Bacon,

Legislative Director
COMMUNICATIONS
WORKERS OF AMERICA
5818 North 7" Street, Suite
206

Phoenix, Arizona 85014-5811

Gena Doyscher

GLOBAL CROSSING
LOCAL SERVICES, INC.
1221 Nicollet Mall
Minneapolis, MN 55403-2420

Karen L. Clauson
ESCHELON TELECOM,
INC.

730 Second Avenue South,

Suite 1200
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Mark P. Trnichero
Davis, Wright Tremaine
1300 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite

2300
Portland, OR 97201

Robert S. Tanner

Davis, Wright Tremaine

| 17203 N. 42™ Street
Phoenix, AZ 85032

Bradley Carroll, Esq.

COX ARIZONA TELCOM,
L.L.C.

1550 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Mark N. Rogers
EXCELL AGENT
SERVICES, L.L.C.
2175 W. 14™ Street
Tempe, AZ 85281

Janet Livengood

Regional Vice President
Z-Tel Communications, Inc.
601 S. Harbour Island Blvd.
Tampa, FL 33602

Jonathan E. Canis

Michael B. Hazzard

Kelly Drye & Warren L.L.P.
1200 19" Street, NW, 5™
Floor

Washington, D.C. 20036

Andrea P. Harris

Senior Manager, Regulatory
Allegiance Telecom, Inc of
Colorado

2101 Webster, Suite 1580
Oakland, CA 94612

Dennis D. Ahlers, Sr.
Attorney

Eschelon Telecom, Inc.
730 Second Ave. South
Ste 1200

Minneapolis, MN 55402

M. Andrew Andrade, Esq.
TESS Communications, Inc.
5261 S. Quebec St. Ste 150
Greenwood Village, CO
80111 '

and a true and correct copy of the foregoing document was served electronically on April
11, 2001, to each person on the e-mail distribution list for this docket provided by Staff of
the Arizona Corporation Commission.

abella

Nancy




